REMARKS 



This patent application has been assigned by the inventors to Belkin 
Corporation. The assignment is recorded at the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office at reel/frame 017552/0319. Enclosed is a power of attorney document executed 
by Chester Pipkin for Belkin Corporation on March 14, 2006. 

The drawings have been objected to as being unclear and having non- 
standard lettering. Responsive thereto, all ten of the drawing sheets are being replaced 
with more-formal replacement sheets that are enclosed herewith. No new matter has 
been introduced by these replacement sheets. 

Claims 9-13 and 22-37 are pending in the application. Claims 1 through 8 
and 14 through 21 have been cancelled (without prejudice). Claim 9 has been 
amended to include limitations previously found in claims 14 through 16 and to include 
the limitation that the two feet are symmetric and substantially similar. Thus, claim 9 
now contains the same limitations previously found in original claim 16 plus the 
limitation that the two feet are symmetric and substantially similar. The limitation that 
the two feet are symmetric and substantially similar is supported in the specification, 
among other things, at the end of paragraph 0023. Consequently, no new matter has 
been introduced by the amendment of claim 9. Claims 10 through 13 remain 
unchanged in their original form. 

Claims 22 through 37 are new. Claim 22 is an independent method claim 
and claim 27 is an independent apparatus claim. The remaining new claims are 
dependent upon claim 22 or 27. Thus, 21 total claims and 3 independent claims (9, 
22, and 27) are pending in the application. New claims 22 through 37 are fully 
supported by the originally filed specification and drawings and no new matter has been 
introduced by these new claims. Specifically, for example, claims 22, 23, and 25 are 
supported by, among other things, paragraph 0027. Claims 24, 25, and 27 are further 
supported by paragraphs 0026, 0028, and FIG. 8, for instance. Claims 28 and 30 are 
further supported by paragraphs 0019 and 0020, and claim 29 is supported by those 
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paragraphs plus paragraph 0018. In addition, claim 31 is supported by paragraph 
0020, and claim 32 is supported by paragraph 0022. Furthermore, claims 33, 34, and 
35 are supported by paragraphs 0023 and 0024, and claims 36 and 37 are supported 
by paragraphs 0026 and 0028, all as examples. 

The Patent Office has rejected the previously pending claims 1-21 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable (anticipated or 
obvious) over USPN 6,607,408 (Milan). Without consenting to these rejections, but 
responsive thereto, Applicants have amended the claims as indicated above. 
Applicants submit that the cited reference, Milan, does not anticipate or obviate the 
current claims because Milan does not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations of 
any of the currently pending claims. As an example, Applicants submit that Milan does 
not teach or suggest "a first foot and a symmetric and substantially similar second foot 
located at opposite ends of the bottom portion", or the limitation "wherein the first foot 
and the second foot of the universal serial bus hub and of the second universal serial 
bus hub and the first slot and the second slot of the universal serial bus hub and of the 
second universal serial bus hub self-align and self-interlock the universal serial bus hub 
and the second universal serial bus hub together" (emphasis added) both as recited in 
independent claim 9. 

Milan teaches stackable USB hubs (abstract), but the bottom of the hubs 
are essentially flat except for recess 50 (FIGS. 2-24). Even if, arguendo, the flat bottom 
of the Milan hub is considered to be feet (which it is not), such feet are not "symmetric" 
and there are no "substantially similar feet located at opposite ends" as currently recited 
in claim 9. Milan may also fail to teach or suggest other limitations of claim 9. 

Further, Milan does not teach or suggest the limitation "wherein the hubs are 
attachably stackable in at least two orientations" as recited in new independent claim 22 
or the limitations "wherein the hubs are stackable in a first orientations by inserting the 
first tab into the first slot and by inserting the second tab into the second slot; and 
wherein the hubs are stackable in a second orientations by inserting the first tab into 
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the second slot and by inserting the second tab into the first slot" as recited in new 
independent claim 27, as examples. No mention is made in Milan of being able to 
stack the hubs in multiple orientations as required in these current claims. Further, 
since boss 70 and recess 50 are offset from the center of hub 40 of Milan (FIGS. 2-24), 
a stack of Milan hubs would likely not be stable and would take up unnecessary work 
surface space if attached in a different orientation to what is shown and described in all 
of these FIGS. Further, in the other embodiment of Milan shown in FIGS. 27 to 30, an 
alternate orientation to what is shown would not be possible because the bump on the 
top of the bottom hub would not nest into the recess in the bottom of the top hub as 
shown, for example, in FIG. 30 of Milan. Consequently, the hubs of Milan would not be 
suitable for their intended purpose if assembled in different orientations as required in 
the current claims 22 and 27 of this application. As a result, Milan teaches away from 
the claimed embodiments of the present invention. 

Since Milan does not teach or suggest all of the limitations of any of the pending 
independent claims, Milan also does not teach or suggest all of the limitations of any of 
the pending dependent claims. However, many of the dependent claims contain further 
limitations not taught or suggested by Milan. As a few examples, Milan does not teach 
or suggest "a plurality of cables having right-angle plugs" as recited in claim 31, the 
limitation of "wherein the first slot and the second slot are symmetric with each other 
and substantially similar to each other" as recited in claims 34 and 35, or the limitation 
of "wherein the first tab and the second tab are configured to deflect or flex to insert into 
the fist slot and the second slot and wherein substantially similar hubs are self-aligning 
and self-interlocking when stacked with each other" as recited in claims 36 and 37. 

Further, many of the dependent claims such as claims 11, 12, and 32 contain 
limitations concerning status indicators. In the Office Action the Patent Office indicated 
that these limitations would have been obvious at the time the invention was made. But 
the Patent Office did not provide any support for this conclusion such as a reference 
containing these limitations. Even so, the Patent Office has admitted that Milan does 
not teach or suggest a status indicator. Applicants request that the rejection of these 
claims be reconsidered, and that if the Patent Office chooses to reject these claims as 
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being obvious, that a reference within the field of the invention be identified that 
provides enabling disclosure for these limitations. Applicants further submit that Milan 
may lack other limitations found in the current claims as well. 

In conclusion, Applicant submits that since the cited reference does not teach or 
suggest all of the limitations of any of the pending claims, that the reference neither 
anticipates nor obviates any of the pending claims. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration of the application and allowance of all pending claims. Should 
the Examiner wish to discuss any of the above in greater detail or deem that further 
amendments should be made to improve the form of the claims, the Examiner is invited 
to telephone the undersigned. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Allan W. Watts 

U.S. Reg. No. 45,930 

Bryan Cave LLP 

One Renaissance Square 

Two North Central Avenue, 

Suite 2200 

Phoenix, AZ 85004-4406 
allan.watts@bryancave.com 
Direct: 602-364-7331 
Fax: 602-716-8331 
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